KEY WORDS: interobserver agreement; observer reliability; measures of association; naturalistic observation; interval-by-interval coding systems.
I N T R O D U C T I O N
Comparisons of reliability measures are difficult for the behavioral investigator due to two factors. First, most original articles use notational systems unique to the author, which makes direct comparisons difficult. For example, Kendall and Stuart (1961, p. 539) The two formulas are exactly equivalent, as might be inferred from the reference of both chapters to Yule (1900), but it would require a translation from one notation system to the other for the reader to convince himself that this is so. A more extreme illustration of this potential difficulty occurred recently. Yelton et al. (1977) published an article proposing a relatively complex formula that yielded a probability estimate of the observed number of agreements (or more) occurring between two observers by chance. Hartman (1979) pointed out that, when transformed, this measure turns out to be equivalent to the Fisher Exact Probability Test, an equivalence obviously missed by the original reviewers. A final example of this same difficulty: Sloat (1978) demonstrated that the "weighted-means" formula proposed by Farkas (1978) could be simplified to the weighted total percentage agreement formula (see below).
Determining the equivalence of complex formulas through transformation may be difficult enough when they are represented in the same notation system. When the reader must cope with different symbols, often different breakdowns of the raw concordance data, and different transformation of formulas, the nonmathematician is tempted to give up. Unfortunately, few general review papers are available and none within the behavioral literature. Hartmann (1977) considers only kappa, phi, agreement percentage, and occurrence percentage among the available interval (or "trial") measures. The same is true of Kent and Foster (1977) . Hawkins and Dotson (1975) consider four different percentage formulas (agreement, occurrence, nonoccurrence, and averaged occurrence/nonoccurrence) but no correlational measures. Therefore the interested party must obtain original articles and then translate formulas into a uniform base for comparison.
The second difficulty is that even though the computational formula completely states and determines the resulting numerical measures, for the mathematically unsophisticated the practical consequences of different interpretations are not always apparent. As an example, the reader might consider the formulas for kappa, phi, and lambda in Fig. 2 . The computational formulas of kappa and phi yield highly similar results, identical under a wide range of specificable conditions (B = C). Both differ from lambda, which computationally yields a dissimilar result, identical with kappa and phi under only one limited set of conditions (B = C = 0). The question is: How many readers could see' that this was so when they
